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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
TERRE HAUTE DIVISION
CAMERON MAYFIELD,
Plaintiff,
No. 2:19¢cv-00335JRSDLP

DAVID WIRE, et al.

N N N N N N N N N

Defendants.

Order Grantingin Part and Denying in Part Partial Motion to Dismiss

Plaintiff Cameron Mayfield, an inmat# the Indiana Department of Correction (IDC&E)
the Wabash Valley Correctional Facility, brings this action pursuant to 42 U.3983&lleging
that hs civil rights were violated in the course of disciplinary proceedings at thatyfal the
Order of October 11, 2020, the Coalitbwed Mayfields due process claims and state law claims
for malicious prosecution, false imprisonment, intentional infliction of emotionaédssand libel
to proceed. Dkt. 9The defendants seek dismissal of the state law cldtmsthe following
reasons, the motion to dismiss is granted in part.

|. Motion to Dismiss Standard

When reviewing a motion to dismiss, the Gbwaccepts as true all weglleaded facts
alleged in the @mplaintand draws all possible inferenceghe plaintiffs favor. See Erickson v.
Pardus 551 U.S. 89, 94 (2007)[W]hen ruling on a defenddstmotion to dismiss, a judge must
accept as true labf the factual allegations contained in the complginEor a claim to survive a
motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim, it must provide the defendantfaittmotice of
what the . . . claim is and the grounds upon which it.teBteoks vRoss 578 F.3d 574, 581 (7th

Cir. 2009) (quotingErickson v. Pardys551 U.S. 89, 93 (2007)) (omission in original). A
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complaint mustcontain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to state a claim tahalief
plausible on its face Agnew 638 F.3d at 334 (citations omitted). A complaifdctual allegations
are plausible if theyraise the right to relief above the speculative |8v@ell Atlantic Corp v.
Twombly 550 U.S. 544, 556 (200Yloreover, mere allegations do not suffias,the complaint
"must contain a reasonable factual basis supporting the allegatdhrsee also Hall v. Lunsford
Case No. 1:1-:£v-02945, 2019 WL 1077600 at “8 (S.D. Ind. March 9, 2019) (noting that the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure govern pleading standards in federal court, but notiatgnal m
difference between the pleading standard required by Ind. Codel8-38(c) andAshcroft v.
Igbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009)).
Il. Facts

The following facts are t@n from Mayfield's complaint and, athe motion to dismiss
standard requires, are accepted as Magfield'sclaims arise from an investigation into an assault
on a correctional officethatMayfield committed. Dkt. 1, 1 2.Mayfield contends thadefendant
Wire "had conduct a bias interwewith Mayfield," [sic] and did not fully investigat®ayfield's
claims that he was provoked and acted indeféenseld. § 3.After this interview, Wirewrotea
conduct report against Mayfield, on evidence Mayfield alleges is insufficientiuding that
Mayfield had committed False Reportind. I 4. Storm allegedly signed off on the conduct report
without conducting an independent investigatidn.

Next, Mayfield contends that Hughitt, the Disciplinary Hearing Officer, deNaylfield's
right to an impartial disciplinary hearing through bias and prejudice toward Ntbyfdfirmative
defense, and by failing to secure evidence and make it available to Mayfield &hisskearing.

Id. 1 6. Mayfield was found guilty on evidence he contends was insuffideHtughitt sanctioad

! The paragraph numbers in Mayfield’s complaint restart at Section B Stateh@iaims.
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Mayfield with 360 days of disciplinary segregation; 45 days of ¢zl privileges; recommended
loss of 11 days of earned cietiime; and recommended reduction in credit cliks.

Mayfield appealed, and Smith, the Warden, denied the agdel.7.Smiths statement
read that'[y]our appeal has been received and reviewed. | find no errors that impede with your
defense or righto appeal. The sanction(s) imposed is consistent with the guidance of the
disciplinary code of the Adult Disciplinary Procedtrel. Mayfield alleges that Smith denied him
a fair opportunity to be heard and that he Hedopreruling on the appeal, permently restricted
Mayfield to noncontact visitsld.

Bugher denied the secotalel appealld. | 8. He stated th&ft]he errors you point out
did not impede your defense or Right to Appeahd Mayfield alleges that Bugher denied him a
fair opportunity to be heartd.

Thenextyear, IDOC vacated the sanctions against Mayfield and ordered a rehearing of the
conduct convictionld. 1 9. Newdisciplinaryproceeding®egan involving two unname officers
who have been dismissed from this litigatitth.f[f 1011; dkt 9, p. 2 Mayfield agaimallegedthat
these officers were biased against hidit. 1, 1 1011. He claims that he was convicted on the
basis of the same conduct report that Wire had originally written and subjected toethmesaitty
as beforeld. § 11. On appeal of this finding, Warden Richard Brown granted Mayfield relief in
part.ld. § 12.Wire's conduct report wasamendedand the charge reduced frdfalse Reportiny
to "Lying to Staff; with a reduction in sanctiohd. Warden Brown denied the firltvel appeal
of this determinationid. Bugher then denied Mayfiésdsecondevel appeal, stating

[y]our appeal on the disciplinary action taken against you in the abtedecase

has been received. The sanctions imposed in this case do not constitute a grievous

loss. The final reviewing authority on case [sic] involving Hgoievous loss

sanctions is the institution/fadyi head. Therefore, no action will be taken on your
appeal at this level.
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Id. § 13. Mayfield claimshat thisdeprived him of a fair opportunity to be healdl. The Court
screened Mayfield Complaint, and he was allowed to proceed with due processcksmvell
as state law claims of malicious prosecution, false imprisonment, intentional inflictio
emotional distress, and libé&kt. 9.
Il. Discussion

The defendants seek dismissal of the claims againstihamght under Indiana state law
arguingthat they are immune from liabilitior these claimsinder the Indiana Tort Claims Act
(ITCA).

A. Immunity under the ITCA

ThelTCA provides immunity from suit for state employees for acts taken within the scope
of their employmentind. Code 8§ 3413-3-5(b) The purpose of immunity is "to ensure that public
employeesan exercise their independent judgment necessary to carry outlubies without
threat of harassment by litigation or threats of litigation over decisions made thighgtope of
their employment.Celebration Fireworks, Inc. v Smjtii27 N.E.2d 450, 453 (Ind. 2000) (internal
guotation omitted). "[F]or an employeetd & fall 'within the scope of employment,’ the injurious
act must be incidental to the condaathorized.'Chang v. Purdue Uniy985 N.E.2d 35, 5@nd.
Ct. App. 2013). Thus, under thECA, to state a claim against an employee personally, a lawsuit
must allege that the act or omission was: 1) criminal; 2) clearly outside the scope@fraem;
3) malicious; 4) willful and wanton; or 5) calculated to benefit the employee pdysdndl Code
8 3413-35(c). The complaint must contain a reasonabléufadasis to support such allegason
Id.; see alsdPerrey v. Donahue/03 F.Supp.2d 839, 857 (N.Ihd. 2010)("A plaintiff who sues
a government employe€eannot merely allege wrongdoing in order to defeat the protections

afforded under th€TCA but must assert a reasonable factual basis supporting any allegations of



Case 2:19-cv-00335-JRS-DLP Document 48 Filed 05/12/20 Page 5 of 7 PagelD #: 249

the aforementioned act9. But the ITCA does not provide immunity for false imprisonment
claims.Miller v. City of Anderson777 N.E.2d 1100, 1104 (Ind. Ct. App. 2002) (a clainfdse
arrest or false imprisonment falls "outside the parameters of the immunity eonfarrthe
ITCA").

B. Mayfield's Claims

The defendants argue that Mayfield's claims are based on acts they took in the scope of
their employmentand that Mayfield has fl@d to allegeany facts that would allow personal
liability against them.

In his complaintMayfield alleges that: Wire, an investigator, conducted an interview and
wrote a conduct report; Storm, a former IDOC employee, signed off on the conducttiegabitt,

a disciplinary hearing officer, presided over a disciplinary hearing; SthéhMarden, denied an
appeal of the hearing decision; and Bugher, an attorney for IDOC, denied the second ledel appe
Dkt. 1. Each of these actsas taken in furtherancef IDOC’s internal disciplinary system.
Thereforegach defendant was acting in the scope of his or her employment.

In addition, Mayfield has not alleged sufficient facts to allow a conclusion hieat t
defendantsactions werel) criminal; 2) clearly outde the scope of employment; 3) malicious; 4)
willful and wanton; or 5) calculated to benefit the employee personally. Ind. Cod&F38(c).

First, Mayfield does not assert any facts that would sumumtta conclusiorregarding
Storm's SmitHs, or Bugher's actiondHe alleges simply that these defendants "signed off" on the
disciplinary action or denied his appeals. Dkt. 1 T 4 (Storm signed off on the cosywlord}; 1]

7- 8 (Smith and Bugher denied his appgalhese defendants are therefore &dito immunity

under the ITCA.
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Next, he defendants argue that to the exMayfield'sallegations regarding Wire'bias
interview' and Hughitt's"bias and prejudicetoward his affirmative defense at the disciplinary
hearing could be construed as falling under one of the five excefionshunityset out by Ind.
Code § 3413-35(c), Mayfield failsto statea reasonable factual basis to support such allegations
In his complaint, Mayfield alleged th¥f{ire conducted diasednterview and did noinvestigate
Mayfield'sclaim that he was provoked into committing the April 28, 2@58aultDkt. 19 3.The
defendants argue thttis allegation concerns only the investigation into the assault, and not the
conduct report for false reporting duringetimterviewand conclude that is immaterial to this
suit. But Mayfield also contends thetire wrotetheconduct report against him for False Reporting
because of his failure to investigate, Base allegations are related to his claims against Wtire.
any rate, Mayfield asserts that the interview was bidsaithe does not explain in what way it
was biased. At most, then, Mayfield contends that Wire conducted a shoddy intervieis.nbhis
enough to show that one of the exceptions to the ITCA should apllsiytield's claims against
Wire.

Next, Mayfield alleges thatdefendant Hughiftthe Disciplinary Hearing Officerwas
biased and prejudiced toward his affirmative defense, but he again falegeahy or howDkt.

1 9 6.Like Mayfield's allegtions against Wirethe allegations that Hughitt failed to conduct an
adequate disciplinary heariageinsufficientto form a factual basis thetughitt'sactions are not
entitled to immunity under the ITCA

Because Mayfield has failed to provide a readibe factual basis to support a conclusion
that any of the defendants' actions wenieninal; clearly outside the scope of their employment;
malicious; willful and wanton; or calculated to benefit the employee personaltjefiiedants are

entitled to inmunity on Mayfield'sclaims of malicious prosecution, intentional infliction of
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emotional distress, and lib&eelnd. Code 8§ 34L3-35(c). Because the ITCA does not provide
immunity for false imprisonment claims, the defendants are not entitled taepiaimunity for
his false imprisonment claimMliller, 777 N.E.2d at 1104.
V. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, the defendants' partial motion to dismis fkispranted
in part and denied in part. The motion is granted to the extent that the Indiana state law claims
of malicious prosecution, intentional infliction of emot#bdistress, and libel are dismissed. It is
denied to the extent that the state law false imprisonment claim remains. No ipaitjabdigment
shall issue as to the claims resolved in this Order.

IT ISSO ORDERED.

Date: 5/12/2020 M gu\}@/@%

JfQMES R. SWEENEY II, DGE
United States District Court
Southern District of Indiana
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CAMERON MAYFIELD
178522

WABASH VALLEY - CF

WABASH VALLEY CORRECTIONAL FACILITY - Inmate Mail/Parcels
6908 S. Old US Hwy 41

P.O. Box 1111

CARLISLE, IN 47838
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